This study aims to investigate the impact of a video about drowning prevention among audiences in Western Australia. The authors conducted a qualitative study using focus groups and a semistructured interview schedule and analyzed their data with content analysis. The results indicated that that the community service video was credible in communicating the message that young children were susceptible to drowning in shallow water and that various water hazards existed in and around the home. The authors also identified some elements that could be used to improve the positive impact of the video, e.g., a simple message in visual and aural form, repetition, multiple message senders, an easily replicated measure to assess drowning risk, and providing strategies to address the issue. This paper covers a very interesting and timely topic, and the manuscript is well written. However, here are some points the authors may want to consider in order to improve their paper:
Title: -I understand that the term "This much" is a reference to the title of the video used in the present study. However, it may be confusing to readers until they realize that this is a reference to the video. Maybe a more suitable title would be "Using behavioural theory to develop a community service video to prevent child drowning in Western Australia: A qualitative study on the impact of the online video 'This Much Water"".
Abstract:
-The conclusions in the abstract are partly not based on the information provided in the results section of the abstract. Usually, conclusions do not include new information, but are drawn based on the findings presented in the results. I suggest revising the results and the conclusion section of the abstract accordingly.
Strengths and limitations of the study: -I would not say that the fact that heterogeneous focus groups were used "limited the variety of responses" (p. 3), but rather the validity of responses. The same statement can also be found in the limitation section of the main text discussion (p. 15). Focus groups are usually kept homogenous in order to ensure that participants are more honest and that they mean the same things when they discuss their topics.
Methods: -At the beginning of the methods section (p. 6), the authors write that participants were 18 years of age. However, in the results section the authors state that participants' age ranged between 25 and 34 years of age. The authors need to clarify this issue. -On page 6, the authors state that they used content analysis to analyze their data. The authors may want to be more specific explaining their method of data analysis, as there are different types of content analyses in scientific literature.
-The authors provide data on the number of participants and focus groups in the results section of the manuscript, but this information should be moved to the methods section. -According to the abstract, the authors conducted 7 focus groups with 8 participants each. Compared to most qualitative studies in the literature, this is a relatively low number of focus groups with a relatively large number of participants in each group. The authors may want to explain the reasoning behind this unusual structure of groups. I think it is very hard to understand and correctly transcribe group discussion containing 4 or 5 participants. With 8 participants in one group, the amount of lost information must be considerably high. -I think many readers will be interested in the questions used in the semi-structured interview schedule. The authors may want to provide them, or at least some examples, in the methods section of their manuscript.
Discussion: -One problematic issue in this study may be that the aim of the study was very obvious to the participants tempting them to give socially desirable answers. The authors did not undertake any measures to disguise the aim of the study (e.g., control group, including questions on other topics) or control for the participants' social desirability. There is not much that can be done retroactively, but at least this issue should be discussed in the limitations section of the manuscript.
I am employed as the National Manager -Research and Policy in the national office of the Royal Life Saving Society -Australia, based in Sydney.
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GENERAL COMMENTS
This is a well designed and well written study. There are some valuable insights into parental perceptions of drowning risk and the impact of a community service announcement on parents of young children. I have some specific comments to be addressed, taken from the Word document version of the mansucript:
Suggest title should be amended to This Much Water to be consistent with the use of 'This Much Water' as the video descriptor throughout the manuscript.
Abstract, Line 45 -prevention should be prevent
The authors switch between drowning in children under five in the abstract to children five and under in the first line of the introduction. Suggest being consistent to enhance readability.
Page 4, Line 25 -non-drowning incidents is not correct -non-fatal drowning incidents might be more appropriate. 
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Response to Reviewers' Comments to Author. Thank-you very much for the positive feed-back. The revisions have been addressed and the actions outlined below below and highlighted in yellow in the revised and re-submitted manuscript. I have also attached a word version of the comments below.
Reviewer: 1 This study aims to investigate the impact of a video about drowning prevention among audiences in Western Australia. The authors conducted a qualitative study using focus groups and a semistructured interview schedule and analyzed their data with content analysis. The results indicated that that the community service video was credible in communicating the message that young children were susceptible to drowning in shallow water and that various water hazards existed in and around the home. The authors also identified some elements that could be used to improve the positive impact of the video, e.g., a simple message in visual and aural form, repetition, multiple message senders, an easily replicated measure to assess drowning risk, and providing strategies to address the issue.
This paper covers a very interesting and timely topic, and the manuscript is well written. However, here are some points the authors may want to consider in order to improve their paper: Thank-you for your comments and suggestions which have been actioned below.
Comment 1 Title: -I understand that the term "This much" is a reference to the title of the video used in the present study. However, it may be confusing to readers until they realize that this is a reference to the video. Maybe a more suitable title would be "Using behavioural theory to develop a community service video to prevent child drowning in Western Australia: A qualitative study on the impact of the online video 'This Much Water"". Response 1: Thank-you, we have renamed the paper 'This Much Water": a qualitative study using behavioural theory to develop a community service video to prevent child drowning in Western Australia.
Comment 2 Abstract: -The conclusions in the abstract are partly not based on the information provided in the results section of the abstract. Usually, conclusions do not include new information, but are drawn based on the findings presented in the results. I suggest revising the results and the conclusion section of the abstract accordingly. Response 2: The abstract has been re-written to better reflect the results and the conclusion section summarises the findings presented. They now read "Best practice child drowning prevention interventions are underpinned by evidence-informed decision-making. However, the lack of published drowning and injury prevention interventions and strategies shaped by behavioural theory and evaluation limits understanding of best practice. Accordingly, this research fills an important gap in the drowning and injury prevention literature".
Comment 3
Strengths and limitations of the study: -I would not say that the fact that heterogeneous focus groups were used "limited the variety of responses" (p. 3), but rather the validity of responses. The same statement can also be found in the limitation section of the main text discussion (p. 15). Focus groups are usually kept homogenous in order to ensure that participants are more honest and that they mean the same things when they discuss their topics. Response 3 We agree with your comments and have updated the dot point summary to credibility and authenticity of responses. In addition in the Discussion section -Strengths and limitations we endorse the notion that focus groups should be kept homogeneous where practicable, and where not that measures be employed to increase rigor, credibility, trustworthiness and authenticity of responses.
Comment 4
Methods: -At the beginning of the methods section (p. 6), the authors write that participants were 18 years of age. However, in the results section the authors state that participants' age ranged between 25 and Response 4: We have changed the descriptor in the Methods to "Participants were required to be aged 18 and over, ……." and in the Results the wording has been changed to "Most of the participants were female (n=54), aged between 25-34 years (n=36), and had completed high school (n=56). "
Comment 5 -On page 6, the authors state that they used content analysis to analyze their data. The authors may want to be more specific explaining their method of data analysis, as there are different types of content analyses in scientific literature.
Response: The data analysis was described in detail in the protocol paper --see pg 4 Data Analysis which we believe will be made available via the supplemental inclusion of the protocol. On page six in the data analysis section, we have added to the manuscript (along with the relevant reference) the content analysis approach -a directed approach. The goal of the directed approach to content analysis is to validate or extend conceptually a theoretical framework (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005) .
Comment 6 -The authors provide data on the number of participants and focus groups in the results section of the manuscript, but this information should be moved to the methods section.
Response 6: Thank-you, this has been moved to the Methods section under the sub-heading Procedures.
Comment 7 -According to the abstract, the authors conducted 7 focus groups with 8 participants each. Compared to most qualitative studies in the literature, this is a relatively low number of focus groups with a relatively large number of participants in each group. The authors may want to explain the reasoning behind this unusual structure of groups. I think it is very hard to understand and correctly transcribe group discussion containing 4 or 5 participants. With 8 participants in one group, the amount of lost information must be considerably high. Response 7: In our protocol paper we provided a rationale for the number of focus groups (minimum n=6) and participants in each group (n=8-10) stating that the final sample size would be determined during data collection. We outlined the principles of saturation (Curry et al., 2009 ) with data saturation being established when no new relevant information is obtained from additional participants (Morse, 1995) . The literature suggests that saturation may be reached with between four and six focus groups (Morgan, 1996) . We suggested that we would conduct (subject to ability to recruit) a minimum of six focus groups. Further, we described that each group would consist of between 6 and 10 participant, to collect a diversity of information and facilitate sufficient group interaction (Morgan 1996) . Again this is consistent with common practice and recommendation in the literature.
Comment 8 -I think many readers will be interested in the questions used in the semi-structured interview schedule. The authors may want to provide them, or at least some examples, in the methods section of their manuscript. Discussion: -One problematic issue in this study may be that the aim of the study was very obvious to the participants tempting them to give socially desirable answers. The authors did not undertake any measures to disguise the aim of the study (e.g., control group, including questions on other topics) or control for the participants' social desirability. There is not much that can be done retroactively, but at least this issue should be discussed in the limitations section of the manuscript. Response 9: The initial questions asked about child injury prevention in general, and not specifically drowning to help address the impact of social desirability e.g. Thinking about TV and radio ads, have you seen or heard anything lately about child health or safety? What made these particular ads memorable? What do you think about injury prevention TV and radio ads? These were asked prior to the showing of the drowning prevention video However, we acknowledge that social desirability could be an issue, and have added a comment on this to the limitations section.
Reviewer: 2 A valuable contribution to the body of drowning prevention research with lessons which can be applied to other public health and safety communication efforts. Excellent work.
Response: Thank-you for your very positive feed-back.
Reviewer: 3 Comment 1 This is a well designed and well written study. There are some valuable insights into parental perceptions of drowning risk and the impact of a community service announcement on parents of young children. I have some specific comments to be addressed, taken from the Word document version of the mansucript: Response 1: Thank-you for your helpful comments which have been incorporated into the updated manuscript. Please see the specific actions below. 
